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Furnaces (EAF)” to “Electric Arc
Furnace Steelmaking Facilities.” We are
making this revision to clarify that the
source category includes all types of
steel made in EAF, such as stainless
steel, carbon steel, specialty steel, and
other grades and alloys of steel. This is
simply a change in the name of the
source category and does not change the
universe of sources that were the basis
of the original listing notice.

IV. Proposed NESHAP for EAF
Steelmaking Facilities

A. What area source category is affected
by the proposed NESHAP?

The EAF steelmaking area source
category consists of facilities engaged in
the production of steel using EAF to
melt primarily ferrous scrap to produce
molten steel. The molten steel is refined
by ladle metallurgy processing and
subsequently cast into basic steel shapes
that are further processed in rolling
mills.

The U.S. steel industry produced
about 106 million tons of raw steel in
2006, and approximately 93
“minimills” that melt ferrous scrap in
EAF accounted for 57 percent of the
total U.S. production. Critically, for
purposes of the mercury standard
proposed in this rule, the EAF at
minimills produce steel by melting
recycled ferrous scrap. The reason this
is critical is that the mercury emitted by
EAF comes almost exclusively from
automotive scrap, and approximately 50
to 80 percent of this mercury can be
eliminated from the scrap feed by
pollution prevention measures carried
out upstream of the EAF.

The production of steel in minimills
has increased dramatically over the past
30 years. Minimills accounted for 10
percent of the national steel production
in 1970, 30 to 40 percent in the 1980s,
40 to 50 percent in the 1990s, and (as
noted) 57 percent in 2006. The growth
has been attributed in part to an
expansion in the types and quality of
steel products that minimills can
produce, including heavy structurals,
rail, plate, specialty bar, hot rolled, cold
rolled, galvanized, and stainless flat
rolled products.

Most of the steel produced in EAF is
carbon steel used in the manufacture of
construction materials, automobiles,
appliances, and other applications.
Approximately 4 percent (about 2
million tons) is specialty and stainless
steel, which are high value steel
products. The types of steel are defined
by their composition of alloying
elements. Stainless and alloy steels
contain less carbon and zinc and more
chromium, manganese, and nickel than

carbon steels. Some stainless steel
grades contain 12 to 28 percent
chromium and 4 to 25 percent nickel.

U.S. minimills are the largest
recyclers of metal scrap in the world.
Recycled iron and steel scrap
nationwide in 2004 included 25 percent
“home scrap” (from current operations
at the plant), 26 percent “prompt scrap”
(from plants manufacturing steel
products), and 49 percent post-
consumer scrap. The primary source of
post-consumer scrap is the automobile,
and in 2004, the steel industry recycled
14.2 million tons of iron and steel scrap
from 14 million vehicles.

B. What are the production processes
and emissions sources?

Most EAF are equipped with three
carbon electrodes that are raised or
lowered through the furnace roof. When
the electrodes are retracted, the furnace
roof can be rotated to allow the charge
of scrap steel by an overhead crane.
Electric current that is passed between
the electrodes and through the scrap
generates heat to melt the scrap. The
stages of each production cycle include
charging (loading scrap and other raw
materials into the furnace), melting,
removing slag (a layer of impurities that
forms on top of the molten steel), and
tapping (pouring molten steel into a
ladle). Operating cycles in this batch
process range from 35 to more than 200
minutes; the longer cycle times are
generally used when producing
stainless and specialty steels. After
tapping, the steel is transferred to the
ladle metallurgy facility where it
undergoes additional refining in a ladle
to produce the desired final properties.
After the composition and temperature
are adjusted in the ladle metallurgy
facility, the molten steel is transferred to
the continuous caster, which forms the
steel into semi-finished shapes. The
steel shapes are then processed in
rolling mills to produce the final steel
product.

Emissions from the EAF occur during
charging, melting, and tapping.
Emissions may also occur when the
molten steel is processed at the ladle
metallurgy facility. The type and
volume of emissions of HAP metals are
affected by the quantity and type of
HAP metals in the ferrous scrap being
melted and the addition of certain alloys
(e.g., chromium, manganese, and
nickel). Some HAP metals, such as
manganese, are an inherent and
necessary component of ferrous scrap
and the final steel product. Other HAP
metals, such as mercury, arsenic, and
cadmium, are undesirable elements
introduced with the ferrous scrap. Other
HAP metals, such as chromium and

nickel, are introduced as alloying
elements and are necessary to produce
stainless and specialty steels.

Capture systems for emissions from
EAF typically include direct-shell
evacuation control (DEC) systems;
canopy hoods, side draft hoods, and
tapping hoods; partial or total
enclosures; scavenger duct systems; and
building evacuation systems. The most
common types of capture systems for
ladle metallurgy are canopy hoods, side
draft hoods, and close fitting hoods.
Nearly all plants duct process and
fugitive emissions to a baghouse. These
capture systems and PM control devices
are highly efficient for the capture and
control of PM and HAP metals that are
in particulate form, including the Urban
HAP arsenic, cadmium, chromium,
lead, manganese, and nickel. However,
mercury emitted from the EAF is in
vapor form and is not controlled by the
PM control devices.

A detailed survey of 27 plants showed
that EAF steelmaking facilities use scrap
specifications, scrap management plans,
and inspections to ensure that charge
materials do not adversely affect the
quality of steel or create dangerous
operating conditions. Common
requirements include testing for
radiation; rejecting scrap containing
sealed containers, hazardous materials,
or explosives; and prohibiting materials
such as lead, copper, oil, grease,
batteries, and refrigerants. Most plants
also require some type of visual
inspection of incoming scrap. These
scrap management procedures also
serve to reduce HAP emissions by
preventing HAP materials and
precursors from entering the EAF and
subsequently being emitted.

C. Summary of the Proposed
Requirements

This section presents a summary of
the requirements of the proposed rule.
Additional details and the rationale for
the proposed requirements are provided
in the following section IV.D of this
preamble.

1. Applicability and Compliance Dates

The proposed NESHAP applies to
each new or existing EAF steelmaking
facility that is an area source of HAP.
We are proposing that the owner or
operator of an existing area source that
does not have to install or modify
emissions control equipment to meet
the opacity limit for fugitive emissions
comply with all applicable rule
requirements no later than six months
after the date of publication of the final
rule in the Federal Register. We are
proposing that the owner or operator of
an existing area source that must install
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or modify emission control equipment
to meet the opacity limit for fugitive
emissions may request a compliance
date for the opacity limit that is no later
than two years after the date of
publication of the final rule in the
Federal Register based on a
demonstration to the satisfaction of the
permitting authority that the additional
time is needed. The owner or operator
of a new affected source would be
required to comply with all applicable
rule requirements by the date of
publication of the final rule in the
Federal Register (if the startup date is
on or before promulgation) or upon
startup (if the startup date is after
promulgation).

2. Proposed MACT Standards for the
Control of Mercury

The proposed standards for mercury
are based on pollution prevention and
require an EAF owner or operator who
melts scrap from motor vehicles either
to purchase (or otherwise obtain) the
motor vehicle scrap only from scrap
providers participating in an EPA-
approved program for the removal of
mercury switches or to fulfill the
alternative requirements described
below. EAF facilities participating in an
approved program must maintain
records identifying each scrap provider
and documenting the scrap provider’s
participation in the EPA-approved
mercury switch removal program. A
proposed compliance option is for the
EAF facility to prepare and operate
pursuant to an EPA-approved site-
specific plan that includes
specifications to the scrap provider that
mercury switches must be removed
from motor vehicle bodies at an
efficiency comparable to that of the
EPA-approved mercury switch removal
program (see below). An equivalent
compliance option is provided for
facilities that do not utilize motor
vehicle scrap that contains mercury
switches.

We expect most facilities that use
motor vehicle scrap will choose to
comply by purchasing motor vehicle
scrap only from scrap providers who
participate in a program for removal of
mercury switches that has been
approved by the Administrator. The
National Vehicle Mercury Switch
Recovery Program (NVMSRP) 11 would
be an approved program under this
proposed standard. Facilities choosing
to use the NVMSRP as a compliance
option would have to assume all of the

11 Additional details can be found at http://
www.epa.gov/mercury/switch.htm and in section
IV.D.1 of this preamble. In particular, see the signed
Memorandum of Understanding.

responsibilities for steelmakers as
described in the Memorandum of
Understanding. The NVMSRP is
described in detail in section IV.D.1 of
this preamble.

EAF facilities could also obtain scrap
from scrap providers participating in
other programs. To do so, the facility
owner or operator would have to submit
a request to the Administrator for
approval to comply by purchasing scrap
from scrap providers that are
participating in another switch removal
program and demonstrate to the
Administrator’s satisfaction that the
program meets the following specified
criteria: (1) There is an outreach
program that informs automobile
dismantlers of the need for removal of
mercury switches and provides training
and guidance on switch removal, (2) the
program has a goal for the removal of at
least 80 percent of the mercury
switches, and (3) the program sponsor
must submit annual progress reports on
the number of switches removed and
the estimated number of motor vehicle
bodies processed (from which a
percentage of switches removed is easily
derivable).

EAF facilities that purchase motor
vehicle scrap from scrap providers that
do not participate in an EPA-approved
mercury switch removal program would
have to prepare and operate pursuant to
and in conformance with a site-specific
plan for the removal of mercury
switches. The facility’s scrap
specifications would have to include a
requirement for the removal of mercury
switches, and the plan must include
provisions for obtaining assurance from
scrap providers that mercury switches
have been removed. The plan would be
submitted to the Administrator for
approval and would demonstrate how
the facility will comply with specific
requirements that include: (1) A means
of communicating to scrap purchasers
and scrap providers the need to obtain
or provide motor vehicle scrap from
which mercury switches have been
removed and the need to ensure the
proper disposal of the mercury
switches, (2) provisions for obtaining
assurance from scrap providers that
motor vehicle scrap provided to the
facility meets the scrap specifications,
(3) provisions for periodic inspection,
site visits, or other means of
corroboration to ensure that scrap
providers and dismantlers are
implementing appropriate steps to
minimize the presence of mercury
switches in motor vehicle scrap, (4)
provisions for taking corrective actions
if needed, and (5) requiring each motor
vehicle scrap provider to provide an
estimate of the number of mercury

switches removed from motor vehicle
scrap sent to the facility during the
previous year and the basis for the
estimate. The Administrator would be
able to request documentation or
additional information from the owner
or operator at any time. The site-specific
plan must establish a goal for the
removal of at least 80 percent of the
mercury switches. All documented and
verifiable mercury-containing
components removed from motor
vehicle scrap would count towards the
80 percent goal.

An equivalent compliance option
would be provided for EAF steelmakers
who do not utilize motor vehicle scrap
that contains mercury. The option
would require the facility to certify that
the only materials they are charging
from motor vehicle scrap are materials
recovered for their specialty alloy, such
as chromium in certain exhaust systems.
Such materials are known not to contain
mercury, and because the specialty
steels must meet stringent product
quality and performance specifications,
automobile scrap with contaminants
such as mercury, lead, zinc, and copper
is not accepted.12

3. Proposed GACT Standards for EAF
and Ladle Metallurgy Operations

We propose that the owner or
operator would be required to install,
operate, and maintain capture systems
for EAF and ladle metallurgy operations
that convey the collected gases and
fumes to a venturi scrubber or baghouse
for the removal of PM. We are proposing
separate emissions limits for new and
existing EAF steelmaking facilities that
produce less than 150,000 tpy of
stainless or specialty steel, and for
larger, non-specialty EAF steelmaking
facilities. The small facilities would be
required to comply with a PM emissions
limit of 0.8 pounds of PM per ton (Ib/
ton) of steel for each control device
serving an EAF or ladle metallurgy
operation and an opacity limit of 6
percent for melt shop emissions. All
other EAF steelmaking facilities (both
existing and new) would be required to
meet a PM limit of 0.0052 grains per dry
standard cubic foot (gr/dscf) for
emissions from a control device for an
EAF or ladle metallurgy operation. The
opacity of emissions from melt shops
from these sources would be limited to
6 percent.

Performance tests would be required
for each emissions source to
demonstrate initial compliance with the

12 Letter from Joseph Green, Counsel to the
Specialty Steel Industry of North America, to Steve
Fruh, Environmental Protection Agency.
Information Regarding Specialty Steel Industry
Segment. July 30, 2004.
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PM and opacity limits. Provisions are
included in the proposed rule for
conducting the tests. The owner or
operator of an existing EAF steelmaking
facility would be allowed to certify
initial compliance with the emissions
limits if a previous test was conducted
during the past 5 years using the
methods and procedures in the rule and
either no process changes have been
made since the test, or the owner or
operator can demonstrate that the test
results, with or without adjustments,
reliably demonstrate compliance despite
process changes.

All EAF steelmaking facilities would
be required to obtain a title V permit.
The proposed rule would require each
EAF steelmaking facility to monitor the
capture system, PM control device, and
melt shop; maintain records; and submit
reports according to the compliance
assurance monitoring (CAM)
requirements in 40 CFR part 64. The
existing part 64 rule requires the owner
or operator to establish appropriate
ranges for selected indicators for each
emissions unit (i.e., operating limits)
such that operation within the ranges
will provide a reasonable assurance of
compliance with the emissions
limitations or standards.

The CAM rule requires the owner or
operator to submit certain monitoring
information to the permitting authority
for approval. This information includes:
(1) The indicators to be monitored; (2)
the ranges or designated conditions for
such indicators, or the process by which
such indicator ranges or designated
conditions will be established; (3)
performance criteria for the monitoring;
and if applicable, (4) the indicator
ranges and performance criteria for a
CEMS, COMS, or predictive emissions
monitoring system. The owner or
operator also must submit a justification
for the proposed elements of the
monitoring control device (and process
and capture system, if applicable) and
operating parameter data obtained
during the conduct of the applicable
compliance or performance test.

If monitoring indicates that the unit is
operating outside of the acceptable
range established in its permit, the
owner or operator must return the
operation to within the established
range consistent with 40 CFR 64.7(d).

4. Proposed GACT Standards for Scrap
Management

In addition to meeting PM and
opacity limits reflecting GACT, we are
also proposing that EAF facilities be
required to restrict the use of certain
scrap or follow a pollution prevention
plan for scrap inspection and selection

that minimizes the amount of specific
contaminants in the scrap.

The proposed requirements are based
on two pollution prevention approaches
depending on the type of scrap that is
used, and a facility may have some
scrap subject to one approach and other
scrap subject to the other approach. One
provision is for scrap that does not
contain certain contaminants and would
simply prohibit the processing of scrap
containing these contaminants
(restricted scrap). Compliance would be
demonstrated by a certification that the
owner or operator will not process scrap
with the contaminants. This scrap
management approach is expected to be
most useful to stainless and specialty
steel producers with stringent scrap
specifications that do not permit the use
of motor vehicle scrap and scrap
containing free organic liquids. The
other approach for scrap that may
contain certain contaminants is more
prescriptive and requires a pollution
prevention plan, scrap specifications,
and procedures for determining that
these requirements are met. This
pollution prevention approach was
developed primarily for carbon steel
producers that accept motor vehicle
scrap and many other types of ferrous
scrap.

Under the restricted scrap provision,
the plant owner or operator would agree
to restrict the use of certain scrap,
including metallic scrap from motor
vehicle bodies, engine blocks, oil filters,
oily turnings, machine shop borings,
transformers and capacitors containing
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), lead-
containing components, chlorinated
plastics, or free organic liquids. The
restriction on lead-containing
components would not apply to the
production of leaded steel (where lead
is obviously needed for production).

The other proposed scrap
management provision would require
the plant owner or operator to prepare
a pollution prevention plan for metallic
scrap selection and inspection to
minimize the amount of chlorinated
plastics, lead (except for the production
of leaded steel), and free organic liquids.
This plan would be submitted to the
Administrator for approval. The owner
or operator would be required to keep
a copy of the plan onsite and train plant
personnel with materials acquisition or
inspection duties in the plan’s
requirements.

The plan would include
specifications for scrap materials to be
depleted (to the extent practicable) of
lead-containing components (except for
the production of leaded steel),
undrained used oil filters, chlorinated
plastics, and free organic liquids. The

plan would also contain procedures for
determining if these requirements are
met (e.g., visual inspection or periodic
audits of scrap suppliers) and
procedures for taking corrective actions
with vendors whose shipments are not
within specifications.

5. Proposed Requirements for
Recordkeeping and Reporting

Area sources subject to the proposed
requirements for EAF and ladle
metallurgy operations would be subject
to the recordkeeping and reporting
requirements of the part 64 CAM rule.
The general recordkeeping requirements
of the part 64 rule directs the owner or
operator to comply with the
recordkeeping requirements for title V
operating permits in 40 CFR
70.6(a)(3)(ii), which require records of
analyses, measurements, and sampling
data. The part 64 rule also requires the
owner or operator to maintain records of
monitoring data, monitor performance
data, corrective actions taken, any
written quality improvement plan (QIP),
any activities undertaken to implement
a QIP, and other supporting information
required by the part 64 rule (such as
data used to document the adequacy of
monitoring, or records of monitoring
maintenance or corrective actions).

The general reporting requirements of
part 64 require the owner or operator to
submit monitoring reports to the
permitting authority in accordance with
the requirements for facilities with title
V operating permits. The title V
reporting requirements in 40 CFR
70.6(c)(1) and 40 CFR 71.6(c)(1) include
a 6-month monitoring report, deviation
reports, and annual compliance
certifications. The reporting
requirements under part 64 requires that
the 6-month monitoring report include:
(1) Summary information on the
number, duration and cause (including
unknown cause, if applicable) of
excursions or exceedances, as
applicable, and the corrective actions
taken; (2) summary information on the
number, duration and cause (including
unknown cause, if applicable) for
monitor downtime incidents (other than
downtime associated with zero and
span or other daily calibration checks, if
applicable); and (3) a description of the
actions taken to implement a QIP during
the reporting period. Upon completion
of a QIP, the owner or operator must
include in the next summary report
documentation that the implementation
of the plan has been completed and
reduced the likelihood of similar levels
of excursions or exceedances occurring.

All EAF steelmaking facilities subject
to this proposed NESHAP would also be
subject to certain specified requirements
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of the NESHAP general provisions (40
CFR part 63, subpart A). The general
provisions include requirements for
initial notifications; startup, shutdown,
and malfunction records and reports;
recordkeeping; and semiannual excess
emissions and monitoring system
performance reports. The information
required in these records and reports is
similar to the information required by
the CAM rule (40 CFR part 64) and the
operating permits rules (40 CFR parts 70
and 71).

The proposed NESHAP also includes
specific recordkeeping and reporting
requirements for area source facilities
subject to requirements for control of
contaminants from scrap. The area
source facilities would be required to
keep records to demonstrate compliance
with the requirements for their
pollution prevention plan for
minimizing the amount of chlorinated
plastics, lead, and free organic liquids
charged to a furnace or for the use of
only restricted scrap and the site-
specific plan for mercury or any of the
mercury compliance options.

As noted above, facilities subject to
the site-specific plan for mercury would
be required to keep records and submit
semiannual reports on the number of
mercury switches removed by the scrap
provider or the weight of mercury
recovered from those switches, an
estimate of the percent of mercury
switches recovered, and certification
that the recovered mercury switches
were managed at RCRA-permitted
facilities. In contrast, facilities
participating in an EPA-approved
program for switch removal must keep
records that identify their scrap
providers and document that they
participate in an approved switch
removal program. As discussed in more
detail in section IV.D.1 of this preamble,
we are proposing to require more
extensive records for a site-specific plan
than for an approved program because
extensive recordkeeping, reporting, and
measurement of success are already
required for approval of such a removal
program, the NVMSRP being the prime
example.

All facilities subject to the
requirements for the control of
contaminants from scrap would be
required to submit semiannual reports
according to the requirements in
§63.10(e) of the general provisions. The
report would identify any deviation
from the rule requirements and the
corrective action taken.

D. What is our rationale for the
proposed MACT and GACT standards?

1. Proposed MACT Standard for
Mercury

Background. Mercury enters the EAF
steelmaking process almost exclusively
with the ferrous scrap that is charged to
the furnace. A few other materials are
charged to the EAF in small quantities
(e.g., coke, coal, lime); however, they
contribute little mercury because they
are used in very small quantities relative
to the scrap charge and contain virtually
no mercury in any case. The major
source of mercury in ferrous scrap is
convenience light switches in end-of-
life vehicles that contain 0.8 grams (g)
to 1.2 g of mercury per switch. These
switches (called mercury switches or tilt
switches) control lights under the hoods
and in the trunks of older model
vehicles. The Ecology Center estimated
that the vehicles retired in 2003
contained 8.5 million switches and 9.3
tons of mercury. Pilot studies in New
Jersey and Michigan reported 0.54 to 0.8
mercury switches per vehicle processed.
For 14 million vehicles recycled in
2004, the number of switches thus
would be in the range of 7.6 to 11
million. Although mercury switches
were phased out of automobiles in 2002,
there is a 10 to 15 year supply of
existing vehicles destined for recycling
that still contain the switches. There are
other components in automobile scrap
which contain small amounts of
mercury, such as anti-lock braking
sensors, security systems, and active
ride control systems. However, most of
the mercury is contributed by
convenience light switches, which are
estimated to be the source of 87 percent
of the mercury in motor vehicle scrap by
the Ecology Center.13

We have very limited data on the
mercury species emitted from EAF's;
however, the limited data indicate that
over 99 percent of the mercury
emissions are in the gaseous form, and
about 93 percent of the gaseous mercury
is elemental mercury. Although
baghouses are highly efficient at
removing HAP metals that are in the
particulate phase, the baghouses do not
control gaseous or vapor phase mercury
and thus (for practical purposes) do not
control mercury emissions from EAFs.
No EAF's use add-on controls for
gaseous mercury emissions.

The limited test data show extreme
variability (orders of magnitude) in
mercury emissions from plant to plant
and from the same plant over time as

13 The Ecology Center report and other
information cited for mercury switches is available
in EPA Docket ID No. EPA-HQ-OAR-2004-0083.

different batches of scrap are melted.
The limited sampling results of input
materials likewise indicate that the
mercury content of scrap typically
varies widely.14

We also examined scrap
specifications that may be in use to
reduce mercury emissions. Three
companies reported in their survey
responses that their scrap specifications
prohibited mercury-containing
components. However, there was no
measure of effectiveness of the written
specification.

Over the past few years, there has
been an increasing awareness that a
highly effective way of reducing
mercury releases to the environment
from scrap using entities like EAFs is to
remove mercury switches from end-of-
life vehicles prior to crushing,
shredding, and melting. Numerous
interested parties have been involved at
the local, State, and national level in the
development and implementation of
switch removal programs, including
local and State environmental agencies,
national and local environmental
groups, steel recyclers, steel producers,
automobile makers, various EPA offices,
and others. Many successful State and
local switch removal programs are
already in place, and more are expected
in the future.

Several State programs for mercury
switch removal have been implemented,
and there are many different variations.
Some programs are mandated by law,
and others are voluntary. Some offer
financial incentives provided by
different stakeholders, some specify
financial incentives to be provided by
automobile makers, and some have no
financial incentives. Some have a strict
accounting of switches removed and
requirements for proper collection,
management, and disposal of the
switches.

There have been direct measurements
of the mercury emission reductions that
can be achieved at minimills by switch
removal programs. For example, a pilot
program administered by the New Jersey
Department of Environmental Protection
reported a reduction of 50 percent in
mercury emissions when the EAF
melted scrap that had been processed in
a switch removal program.1® We also
identified one minimill in Minnesota
that had implemented a mercury switch
removal program that included removal
prior to processing in their on-site
shredder and a system for paying other

14 See ““Analysis of Mercury Emissions Test Data”
in Docket ID No. EPA-HQ-OAR-2004-0083.

15 “Mercury Switch Data Collection Pilot
Project.” Prepared by K.L. Woodruff. New Jersey
Department of Environmental Protection. March 24,
2004.
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in expensive retrofit costs for a very
marginal improvement in PM control.
Consequently, we are proposing that the
NSPS PM limit of 0.0052 gr/dscf is
GACT for control devices applied to
EAFs and ladle metallurgy.

Proposed GACT determination for
small stainless and specialty steel
producers. We also examined the
control technologies used by the small
stainless and specialty steel producers
with a production of less than 150,000
tpy. We identified five plants in this
subcategory, and all of these plants
apply capture systems for emissions
from charging, melting, tapping, and
ladle metallurgy (i.e., the direct, non-
fugitive PM emissions) and vent the
captured emissions to a PM control
device. Most plants use baghouses as
the PM control device and meet the
NSPS limit; however, one plant uses a
venturi scrubber as the control device
and meets a PM emission level of 0.8 1b/
ton of steel produced. We performed an
analysis of costs and cost effectiveness
to determine if the GACT level of
emission control for this subcategory
should be represented by the
performance of a baghouse at the NSPS
level of control, the level achieved by
the venturi scrubber, or some other
level. The estimated capital cost to
replace the venturi scrubber with a
baghouse ranged from $4 to $14 million
(depending on retrofit assumptions and
their costs) with a total annualized cost
of $0.7 to $2 million per year. PM
emissions would be reduced by 27 tpy,
and emissions of HAP metals other than
mercury would be reduced by 4.6 tpy.
The estimated cost effectiveness was
$52,000 per ton of PM and $300,000 per
ton of HAP. We believe that the costs
and cost effectiveness are unacceptably
high and that the emission reductions
achieved would be low (resulting in
poor cost effectiveness (which is
certainly higher than those considered
acceptable in the context just discussed
of fugitive emission control for EAFs).
We concluded that the NSPS level of
PM control (0.0052 gr/dscf) does not
represent GACT for this subcategory.

Consequently, we reviewed the
emission control performance of the
plant with the venturi scrubber. The
results of four tests for PM emissions
ranged from 0.4 to 0.7 1b/ton of steel
with an average of 0.5 Ib/ton and a
standard deviation of 0.11 Ib/ton. The
99th percentile of performance (the
average plus 2.33 standard deviations) is
0.8 Ib/ton. (The 99th percentile is the
level of emission control that the plant
can achieve at least 99 percent of the
time, i.e., 99 percent of the test results
would be below this level.) See National
Wildlife Federation v. EPA, 286 F.3d

554, 572 (D.C. Cir. 2002)
(reasonableness of adopting 99th
percentile confidence level); Chemical
Mfr’s. Ass’nv. EPA, 870 F.2d, 229 (5th
Cir.) (same). We are proposing a PM
emission limit of 0.8 Ib/ton of steel
produced for this source category of
small stainless and specialty steel
producers based on the 99th percentile
of emission control performance
demonstrated by the venturi scrubber.

We also examined the control of
fugitive emissions at the small stainless
and specialty steel producers. All of the
plants have effective capture and
control systems for fugitive emissions.
Although two plants are not subject to
the NSPS opacity limit of 6 percent for
fugitive emissions, these plants and all
other plants in the subcategory can meet
the NSPS limit. Consequently, we have
initially determined that the NSPS limit
of 6 percent for fugitive emissions from
the melt shop represented GACT. As we
discussed above, the NSPS opacity limit
of 6 percent is one of the most stringent
limits in effect for fugitive emissions
and is well below the most commonly
applied limit of 20 percent for fugitive
emissions in State regulations. The
NSPS opacity limit was based on the
best performing plants in terms of their
ability to capture and control fugitive
emissions. Consequently, we initially
concluded that an opacity limit more
stringent than 6 percent for this
subcategory is not warranted and would
not represent GACT.

Proposed compliance monitoring. We
are proposing compliance assurance
monitoring as required by 40 CFR part
64 for all EAF steelmaking facilities.
This proposal is based on a review of
the compliance monitoring procedures
that are currently in place at EAF
facilities and are generally available. All
EAF facilities have title V permits and
are subject to the CAM requirements.
The CAM rule requires the owner or
operator to maintain records of
monitoring data, monitor performance
data, corrective actions taken, any
written QIP, any activities undertaken to
implement a QIP, and other supporting
information required by the part 64 rule
(such as data used to document the
adequacy of monitoring, or records of
monitoring maintenance or corrective
actions). The general reporting
requirements of part 64 requires the
owner or operator to submit monitoring
reports to the permitting authority in
accordance with the requirements for
facilities with title V operating permits,
which include a 6-month monitoring
report, deviation reports, and annual
compliance certifications. The reporting
requirements under part 64 require that
the 6-month monitoring report include:

(1) Summary information on the
number, duration and cause (including
unknown cause, if applicable) of
excursions or exceedances, as
applicable, and the corrective actions
taken; (2) summary information on the
number, duration and cause (including
unknown cause, if applicable) for
monitor downtime incidents (other than
downtime associated with zero and
span or other daily calibration checks, if
applicable); and (3) a description of the
actions taken to implement a QIP during
the reporting period. Upon completion
of a QIP, the owner or operator must
include in the next summary report
documentation that the implementation
of the plan has been completed and
reduced the likelihood of similar levels
of excursions or exceedances occurring.
We are proposing to adopt the extensive
compliance assurance monitoring
requirements in part 64 in this proposed
NESHAP for EAF steelmaking facilities.

3. Proposed GACT Standards for Scrap
to Control HAP Other Than Mercury

In addition to the standards for PM,
EPA is proposing further measures to
minimize the amount of contamination
in scrap to EAFs. Our studies of
industry practices indicate that many
facilities have scrap specifications and
procedures to minimize contaminants in
the scrap. For example, emissions of the
Urban HAP lead are reduced by
ensuring that lead components, such as
wheel weights, batteries, and cables, are
removed before the scrap is processed
and melted (loosely analogous to the
mercury switch program discussed for
mercury in that the HAP is removed
from the scrap before it reaches the
EAF). Although EAFs were not listed for
emissions of organic Urban HAP, it is
also common industry practice to limit
the amount of plastics and organic
liquids in the scrap, which reduces the
emissions of organic HAP. Unlike
mercury, bulky items such as batteries
and cables, as well as dripping liquids,
can often be visually detected in a scrap
load. Consequently, we are proposing
pollution prevention measures as GACT
for lead and organic HAP. These
pollution prevention measures reduce
emissions beyond those achieved by the
emission controls that are already in
place. For example, all EAFs have PM
control devices, which also control lead
emissions; however, preventing lead
from entering the EAF provides
additional reductions even with PM
controls. Similarly, some organic HAP
are destroyed at the high temperatures
used to melt scrap, but preventing
plastics and organic liquids from
entering with the scrap provides
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reductions beyond that achieved by this
thermal destruction.

Our survey of EAF plants indicated
that all of the plants have specifications
for their scrap, including measures that
reduce HAP emissions by preventing
certain materials from entering the EAF
with the scrap. For example, some
specify no non-ferrous metals, no non-
metallic materials, no free-flowing oil,
etc. Excluding organic materials (such
as plastics and oil) and metals such as
lead will reduce HAP emissions, and in
the case of organics, also reduce the
formation of combustion-product
organic HAP at the high operating
temperatures of the EAF.

It is difficult to quantify specific
emissions reductions achieved by these
scrap management programs. First,
nearly all plants implement some sort of
formal or informal scrap management
program (to maintain product quality),
so it is difficult to assess what the
baseline emissions might be without
one. Second, these scrap management
programs are used in conjunction with
other air emissions control technologies
to reduce emissions from the EAF. The
emissions reductions specifically
attributable to the scrap management
program are impossible to separate out.
Nonetheless, it is clear that any
reduction in HAP content or HAP
precursors entering the EAF will reduce
the emissions of HAP metals and
organics from the EAF.

While a scrap management program is
expected to reduce HAP emissions, it
cannot be expected to eliminate all HAP
elements or precursors in the scrap.
First, scrap loads are generally large and
difficult to inspect. A load of scrap may
contain thousands of different pieces,
and some scrap may be shredded and
bundled. Visual inspections are only
able to identify obvious off-specification
materials that are on the top of a load.
Second, some of the HAP elements are
desirable components in the scrap iron
and steel that contribute to the overall
chemistry of the product and provide
valuable properties in the cast metal
(e.g., manganese and chromium.) Third,
even undesirable HAP metals cannot be
eliminated from the cast iron and steel
as they are trace components in the
scrap iron and steel that cannot be
separated. For example, all cast iron
contains trace amounts of lead (typically
0.5 to 4 percent). As such, a load of
scrap meeting a “no lead” scrap
specification does not mean that the
scrap is lead-free—only that the scrap is
free of lead components (e.g., batteries
or wheel weights).

We have determined that the
management practice of limiting the
amount of organic impurities and lead

in the scrap represents GACT (along
with the emission controls described in
the previous section of this preamble)
because they are in widespread use,
there is little additional cost for all
plants to implement them (most already
have), and there is no doubt that
preventing these materials from entering
the EAF will reduce emissions of the
HAP which would otherwise be charged
to the furnace. (A summary of the
proposed scrap management practices is
provided in section IV.C.4 of this
preamble.)

V. Impacts of the Proposed Standards

As proposed, the standards would
reduce mercury emissions from EAF by
an estimated 5 tons per year (tpy) and
would reduce mercury releases to the
environment by 8 tpy. The proposed
standards would also reduce emissions
of other metallic HAP (primarily
manganese with some lead, nickel and
chromium) by about 34 tpy. Emissions
of PM would be reduced by 540 tpy.

The capital cost of the proposed
standards is estimated as $26 to $34
million. The total annualized cost of the
proposed rule is estimated at $4.9 to
$6.2 million/yr, including the
annualized cost of capital and the
annual operating costs for emission
control systems. The additional cost of
monitoring, reporting, and
recordkeeping attributable to the
proposed rule, including the
preparation of scrap management plans
and scrap specifications, is estimated as
$122,000 per year. No adverse economic
impacts are expected for large or small
entities. Secondary impacts would
include an increase in the generation of
hazardous waste (540 tpy) and an
increase in electricity usage (10,400
megawatt-hours per year) from
additional fans and fan capacity
associated with baghouse installations
and upgrades to meet the proposed
opacity standard. (All estimates of
primary and secondary impacts are
documented in the rulemaking docket.)

VI. Statutory and Executive Order
Reviews

A. Executive Order 12866: Regulatory
Planning and Review

Under Executive Order 12866 (58 FR
51735, October 4, 1993), this action is a
“significant regulatory action” because
it may raise novel legal or policy issues.
Accordingly, EPA submitted this action
to OMB for review under Executive
Order 12866, and any changes made in
response to OMB recommendations
have been documented in the docket for
this action.

B. Paperwork Reduction Act

The information collection
requirements in the proposed rule have
been submitted for approval to OMB
under the Paperwork Reduction Act, 44
U.S.C. 3501 et seq. The Information
Collection Request (ICR) document
prepared by EPA has been assigned EPA
ICR No. 2277.02.

The proposed information
requirements are based on notification,
recordkeeping, and reporting
requirements in the NESHAP General
Provisions (40 CFR part 63, subpart A),
which are mandatory for all operators
subject to national emission standards,
and the recordkeeping and reporting
requirements in the part 64 CAM rule,
which are based on the requirements in
the operating permits rule (40 CFR parts
70 and 71). These recordkeeping and
reporting requirements are specifically
authorized by section 114 of the CAA
(42 U.S.C. 7414). All information
submitted to EPA pursuant to the
recordkeeping and reporting
requirements for which a claim of
confidentiality is made is safeguarded
according to Agency policies set forth in
40 CFR part 2, subpart B.

The proposed rule requires all
facilities to submit a one-time
notification of applicability and
notification of compliance status
required by the NESHAP general
provisions (40 CFR part 63, subpart A).
The notification of compliance status
would include compliance certifications
for various rule requirements. The
general provisions also require
preparation of a test plan for
performance tests and advance
notification of the date the performance
test is to be conducted.

The proposed requirements for the
control of contaminants from scrap
require a pollution prevention plan to
minimize the amount of chlorinated
plastics, lead, and free organic liquids
that are charged to the furnace and
submit the plan to the Administrator for
approval. Facilities must keep the plan
onsite and train certain employees in
the plan’s requirements. Alternatively,
the facility must restrict the type of
scrap charged to the furnace. For
mercury, facilities must prepare a site-
specific plan for removal of mercury
switches, submit the plan to the
Administrator for approval, and submit
semiannual progress reports containing
information on the mercury switches
that have been removed would also be
required. Alternatively, facilities must
purchase motor vehicle scrap only from
suppliers that participate in an
approved program for the removal of
mercury switches or recover only
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material for its specialty alloy content
that does not contain mercury switches.
Facilities would be required to maintain
records to demonstrate compliance with
the selected option. Records of specific
information would be required for
plants electing to comply with the site-
specific plan for mercury; semiannual
progress reports would also be required.

All area source facilities would be
required to conduct performance tests to
demonstrate initial compliance with the
applicable PM and opacity limits.
Existing facilities would be allowed to
certify initial compliance based on the
results of a previous performance test
that meets the rule requirements. All
facilities would be required to monitor
capture systems and PM control devices
for EAF and ladle metallurgy
operations, maintain records, and
submit reports according to the part 64
CAM requirements. These reports
include deviation reports, semiannual
monitoring reports, and annual
compliance certifications.

Consistent with § 63.6(e) of the
general provisions, all plants would be
required to prepare and operate by a
startup, shutdown, and malfunction
plan, and make an immediate report if
a startup, shutdown, or malfunction was
not consistent with their plan. Plants
also would keep records and make
semiannual reports according to the
requirements in §63.10.

The annual average monitoring,
reporting, and recordkeeping burden for
this collection (averaged over the first 3
years of this ICR) is estimated to total
2,393 labor hours per year at a cost of
$121,573. This includes 2.7 responses
per year from each of 91 respondents for
an average of about 9.7 hours per
response. There are no additional
capital/startup costs or operation and
maintenance costs associated with the
proposed rule.

Burden means the total time, effort, or
financial resources expended by persons
to generate, maintain, retain, or disclose
or provide information to or for a
Federal agency. This includes the time
needed to review instructions; develop,
acquire, install, and utilize technology
and systems for the purposes of
collecting, validating, and verifying
information, processing and
maintaining information, and disclosing
and providing information; adjust the
existing ways to comply with any
previously applicable instructions and
requirements; train personnel to be able
to respond to a collection of
information; search data sources;
complete and review the collection of
information; and transmit or otherwise
disclose the information.

An agency may not conduct or
sponsor, and a person is not required to,
respond to a collection of information
unless it displays a currently valid OMB
control number. The OMB control
numbers for EPA’s regulations in 40
CFR part 63 are listed in 40 CFR part 9.

To comment on the Agency’s need for
this information, the accuracy of the
provided burden estimates, and any
suggested methods for minimizing
respondent burden, including the use of
automated collection techniques, EPA
has established a public docket for the
proposed rule, which includes this ICR,
under Docket ID number EPA-HQ-
OAR-2004-0083. Submit any comments
related to the ICR for the proposed rule
to EPA and OMB. See the ADDRESSES
section at the beginning of this notice
for where to submit comments to EPA.
Send comments to OMB at the Office of
Information and Regulatory Affairs,
Office of Management and Budget, 725
17th Street, NW., Washington, DC
20503, Attention: Desk Office for EPA.
Because OMB is required to make a
decision concerning the ICR between 30
and 60 days after September 20, 2007,

a comment to OMB is best assured of
having its full effect if OMB receives it
by October 22, 2007. The final rule will
respond to any OMB or public
comments on the information collection
requirements contained in the proposal.

C. Regulatory Flexibility Act

The Regulatory Flexibility Act
generally requires an agency to prepare
a regulatory flexibility analysis of any
rule subject to notice and comment
rulemaking requirements under the
Administrative Procedure Act or any
other statute unless the agency certifies
that the rule would not have a
significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities.
Small entities include small businesses,
small not-for-profit enterprises, and
small governmental jurisdictions.

For the purposes of assessing the
impacts of this proposed rule on small
entities, small entity is defined as: (1) A
small business that meets the Small
Business Administration size standards
for small businesses at 13 CFR 121.201
(whose parent company has fewer than
1,000 employees for NAICS code
331111; (2) a small governmental
jurisdiction that is a government of a
city, county, town, school district, or
special district with a population of less
than 50,000; and (3) a small
organization that is any not-for-profit
enterprise which is independently
owned and operated and is not
dominant in its field. We estimate that
fewer than 9 EAF steelmaking facilities

are owned by small businesses (less
than 10 percent of the total facilities).

After considering the economic
impacts of this proposed rule on small
entities, I certify that this action will not
have a significant economic impact on
a substantial number of small entities.
Electric arc furnaces and ladle
metallurgy operations at all EAF
steelmaking facilities that are area
sources are already equipped with
capture systems and control devices. We
have identified six plants that may have
to upgrade the capture and control
systems for fugitive emissions at a total
capital cost of $26 to $34 million and a
total annualized cost of $4.9 to $6.2
million per year. However, none of
these plants are owned by small
businesses. The only other additional
requirements of the proposed NESHAP
consist of preparing a scrap selection
plan or mercury switch removal plan (if
these options are selected) and
maintaining records to document
compliance with these requirements.
The requirements of the part 63 General
Provisions would include notifications,
records, semiannual reports, and a
startup, shutdown, and malfunction
plan. The information required in these
information collection requirements are
very similar to the information
collection requirements in 40 CFR parts
64, 70, and 71. The cost of these
requirements (about $3,500 per year per
facility) would not result in an adverse
economic impact on any facility, large
or small (i.e., the cost is less than one
percent of total revenues, even for small
businesses).

Although the proposed rule will not
have a significant economic impact on
a substantial number of small entities,
we nonetheless tried to reduce the
impact of the proposed rule on small
entities. We held meetings with
industry trade associations and
company representatives to discuss the
proposed rule and have included
provisions such as the lb/ton limit for
small facilities that address their
concerns. We have also proposed to
include a subcategory based partially on
facility size that allows more
individualized consideration of EAFs in
the proposed subcategory, which
include small businesses. We continue
to be interested in the potential impacts
of the proposed action on small entities
and welcome comments on issues
related to such impacts.

D. Unfunded Mandates Reform Act

Title II of the Unfunded Mandates
Reform Act of 1995 (UMRA), Public
Law 104-4, establishes requirements for
Federal agencies to assess the effects of
their regulatory actions on State, local,
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and tribal governments and the private
sector. Under section 202 of the UMRA,
EPA generally must prepare a written
statement, including a cost-benefit
analysis, for proposed and final rules
with “Federal mandates” that may
result in expenditures by State, local,
and tribal governments, in the aggregate,
or to the private sector, of $100 million
or more in any 1 year. Before
promulgating an EPA rule for which a
written statement is needed, section 205
of the UMRA generally requires EPA to
identify and consider a reasonable
number of regulatory alternatives and
adopt the least costly, most cost-
effective, or least burdensome
alternative that achieves the objectives
of the rule. The provisions of section
205 do not apply when they are
inconsistent with applicable law.
Moreover, section 205 allows EPA to
adopt an alternative other than the least
costly, most cost-effective, or least
burdensome alternative if the
Administrator publishes with the final
rule an explanation why that alternative
was not adopted. Before EPA establishes
any regulatory requirements that may
significantly or uniquely affect small
governments, including tribal
governments, it must have developed
under section 203 of the UMRA a small
government agency plan. The plan must
provide for notifying potentially
affected small governments, enabling
officials of affected small governments
to have meaningful and timely input in
the development of EPA regulatory
proposals with significant Federal
intergovernmental mandates, and
informing, educating, and advising
small governments on compliance with
the regulatory requirements.

The EPA has determined that the
proposed rule does not contain a
Federal mandate that may result in
expenditures of $100 million or more
for State, local, and tribal governments,
in the aggregate, or to the private sector
in any one year. Thus, the proposed rule
is not subject to the requirements of
sections 202 and 205 of the UMRA. In
addition, the proposed rule does not
significantly or uniquely affect small
governments. The proposed rule
contains no requirements that apply to
such governments and impose no
obligations upon them, and the
proposed rule is not subject to section
203 of the UMRA.

E. Executive Order 13132: Federalism

Executive Order 13132 (64 FR 43255,
August 10, 1999) requires EPA to
develop an accountable process to
ensure ‘“‘meaningful and timely input by
State and local officials in the
development of regulatory policies that

have federalism implications.” ‘“Policies
that have federalism implications” are
defined in the Executive Order to
include regulations that have
“substantial direct effects on the States,
on the relationship between the national
government and the States, or on the
distribution of power and
responsibilities among the various
levels of government.”

The proposed rule does not have
federalism implications. It would not
have substantial direct effects on the
States, on the relationship between the
national government and the States, or
on the distribution of power and
responsibilities among the various
levels of government, as specified in
Executive Order 13132. The proposed
rule does not impose any requirements
on State and local governments. Thus,
Executive Order 13132 does not apply
to the proposed rule.

In the spirit of Executive Order 13132,
and consistent with EPA policy to
promote communications between EPA
and State and local officials, EPA
specifically solicits comments on this
proposed rule from State and local
officials.

F. Executive Order 13175: Consultation
and Coordination With Indian Tribal
Governments

Executive Order 13175 (65 FR 67249,
November 6, 2000), requires EPA to
develop an accountable process to
ensure ‘“‘meaningful and timely input by
tribal officials in the development of
regulatory policies that have tribal
implications.” The proposed rule does
not have tribal implications, as specified
in Executive Order 13175. It would not
have substantial direct effects on tribal
governments, on the relationship
between the Federal government and
Indian tribes, or on the distribution of
power and responsibilities between the
Federal government and Indian tribes,
as specified in Executive Order 13175.
The proposed rule imposes no
requirements on tribal governments.
Thus, Executive Order 13175 does not
apply to the proposed rule.

EPA specitfically solicits additional
comment on this proposed rule from
tribal officials.

G. Executive Order 13045: Protection of
Children From Environmental Health
and Safety Risks

Executive Order 13045 (62 FR 19885,
April 23, 1997) applies to any rule that:
(1) Is determined to be “economically
significant,” as defined under Executive
Order 12866, and (2) concerns an
environmental health or safety risk that
EPA has reason to believe may have a
disproportionate effect on children. If

the regulatory action meets both criteria,
EPA must evaluate the environmental
health or safety effects of the planned
rule on children, and explain why the
planned regulation is preferable to other
potentially effective and reasonably
feasible alternatives considered by the
Agency.

EPA interprets Executive Order 13045
as applying only to those regulatory
actions that are based on health or safety
risks, such that the analysis required
under section 5-501 of the Executive
Order has the potential to influence the
regulation. The proposed rule is not
subject to the Executive Order because
it is based on technology performance
and not on health or safety risks.

H. Executive Order 13211: Actions That
Significantly Affect Energy Supply,
Distribution, or Use

This proposed rule is not a
“significant energy action” as defined in
Executive Order 13211, “Actions
Concerning Regulations That
Significantly Affect Energy Supply,
Distribution, or Use” (66 FR 28355, May
22, 2001) because it is not likely to have
a significant adverse effect on the
supply, distribution, or use of energy.
Further, we have concluded that the
proposed rule is not likely to have any
adverse energy effects because only a
slight increase in energy requirements
would occur.

I. National Technology Transfer
Advancement Act

Section 12(d) of the National
Technology Transfer and Advancement
Act (NTTAA) of 1995 (Public Law No.
104-113, 15 U.S.C. 272 note) directs
EPA to use voluntary consensus
standards (VCS) in its regulatory
activities, unless to do so would be
inconsistent with applicable law or
otherwise impractical. The VCS are
technical standards (e.g., materials
specifications, test methods, sampling
procedures, and business practices) that
are developed or adopted by VCS
bodies. The NTTAA directs EPA to
provide Congress, through OMB,
explanations when the Agency does not
use available and applicable VCS.

This proposed rule involves technical
standards. EPA is proposing to use EPA
Methods 1, 1A, 2, 2A, 2G, 2D, 2F, 2G,
3,3A, 3B, 4, 5, 5D, and 9 in 40 CFR part
60, appendix A; EPA Method 9095B,
“Paint Filter Liquids Test,” in “Test
Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste,
Physical/Chemical Methods,” EPA
Publication SW-846, revision 2 and
subsequent revisions, dated November
2004 and in Update IIIB (incorporated
by reference in 63.10692—see 40 CFR
63.14); and ASTM D2216-05 and
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subsequent revisions, ““Standard Test
Methods for Laboratory Determination
of Water (Moisture) Content of Soil and
Rock by Mass”, incorporated by
reference approved for § 63.10692.

Consistent with the NTTAA, EPA
conducted searches to identify VCS in
addition to these EPA methods. No
applicable VCS were identified for EPA
Methods 1A, 2A, 2D, 2F, 2G, 5D, 9,
9095B, or ASTM D2216-05. The search
and review results are in the docket for
these proposed rules.

One voluntary consensus standard
was identified as applicable to this
proposed rule. The standard ASME PTC
19.10-1981, “Flue and Exhaust Gas
Analyses,” is cited in this proposed rule
for its manual method for measuring the
oxygen, carbon dioxide, and carbon
monoxide content of the exhaust gas.
This part of ASME PTC 19.10-1981 is
an acceptable alternative to EPA Method
3B.

The search for emissions
measurement procedures identified 12
other VCS. The EPA determined that
these 12 standards identified for
measuring emissions of the HAP or
surrogates subject to emissions
standards in this proposed rule were
impractical alternatives to EPA test
methods. Therefore, EPA does not
intend to adopt these standards for this
purpose. The reasons for the
determinations for the 12 methods are
discussed in a memorandum included
in the docket for this proposed rule.

For the methods required or
referenced by this proposed rule, a
source may apply to EPA for permission
to use alternative test methods or
alternative monitoring requirements in
place of any required testing methods,
performance specifications, or
procedures under § 63.7(f) and § 63.8(f)
of subpart A of the General Provisions.

J. Executive Order 12898: Federal
Actions To Address Environmental
Justice in Minority Populations and
Low-Income Populations

Executive Order 12898 (59 FR 7629,
February 16, 1994) establishes Federal
executive policy on environmental
justice. Its main provision directs
Federal agencies, to the greatest extent
practicable and permitted by law, to
make environmental justice part of their
mission by identifying and addressing,
as appropriate, disproportionately high
and adverse human health or
environmental effects of their programs,
policies, and activities on minority
populations and low-income
populations in the United States.

EPA has determined that this
proposed rule will not have
disproportionately high and adverse

human health or environmental effects
on minority or low-income populations
because it increases the level of
environmental protection for all affected
populations without having any
disproportionately high and adverse
human health or environmental effects
on any population, including any
minority or low-income population.
This proposed rule establishes national
standards for the area source category.

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 63

Environmental protection, Air
pollution control, Hazardous
substances, Reporting and
recordkeeping requirements.

Dated: September 12, 2007.
Stephen L. Johnson,
Administrator.

For the reasons stated in the
preamble, title 40, chapter I, part 63 of
the Code of Federal Regulations is
proposed to be amended as follows:

PART 63—[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for part 63
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.

Subpart A—[AMENDED]

2. Section 63.14 is amended as
follows:

a. By adding paragraph (b)(63);

b. By revising paragraph (i)(1); and

¢. By adding paragraph (k)(1)@iv).

§63.14 Incorporations by reference.
* * * * *

(b) * * *

(63) ASTM D2216-05 and subsequent
revisions, “Standard Test Methods for
Laboratory Determination of Water
(Moisture) Content of Soil and Rock by
Mass”, IBR approved for § 63.10692.

(i) * * *

(1) ANSI/ASME PTC 19.10-1981,
“Flue and Exhaust Gas Analyses [Part
10, Instruments and Apparatus],” IBR
approved for §§ 63.309(k)(1)(iii),
63.865(b), 63.3166(a)(3),
63.3360(e)(1)(iii), 63.3545(a)(3),
63.3555(a)(3), 63.4166(a)(3),
63.4362(a)(3), 63.4766(a)(3),
63.4965(a)(3), 63.5160(d)(1)(iii),
63.9307(c)(2), 63.9323(a)(3), 63.10702,
63.11148(e)(3)(iii), 63.11155(e)(3),
63.11162(f)(3)(iii) and (f)(4),
63.11163(g)(1)(iii) and (g)(2),
63.11410(j)(1)(iii, and Table 5 to subpart
DDDDD of this part.

( ] * * *

(1) * % %

(iv) Method 90958, ‘“Paint Filter
Liquids Test,” (revision 2 and

subsequent revisions), dated November
2004 and in Update IIIB, IBR approved
for §63.10692.

3. Part 63 is amended by adding
subpart YYYYY to read as follows:

Subpart YYYYY—National Emission
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for
Area Sources: Electric Arc Furnace
Steelmaking Facilities

Applicability and Compliance Dates
Sec.

63.10680 Am I subject to this subpart?
63.10681 What are my compliance dates?

Standards and Compliance Requirements
63.10685 What are the requirements for the
control of contaminants from scrap?

63.10686 What are the requirements for
electric arc furnaces and ladle metallurgy
operations?

Other Requirements and Information

63.10690 What parts of the General
Provisions apply to me?

63.10691 Who implements and enforces
this subpart?

63.10692 What definitions apply to this
subpart?

Tables to Subpart YYYYY of Part 63

Table 1 to Subpart YYYYY of Part 63—
Applicability of General Provisions to
Subpart YYYYY

Subpart YYYYY—National Emission
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
for Area Sources: Electric Arc Furnace
Steelmaking Facilities

Applicability and Compliance Dates

§63.10680 Am | subject to this subpart?

(a) You are subject to this subpart if
you own or operate an electric arc
furnace (EAF) steelmaking facility that
is an area source of hazardous air
pollutant (HAP) emissions.

(b) This subpart applies to each new
or existing affected source. The affected
source is each EAF steelmaking facility.

(1) An affected source is existing if
you commenced construction or
reconstruction of the affected source on
or before September 20, 2007.

(2) An affected source is new if you
commenced construction or
reconstruction of the affected source
after September 20, 2007.

(c) This subpart does not apply to
research and development facilities, as
defined in section 112(c)(7) of the Clean
Air Act (CAA).

(d) If you own or operate an area
source subject to this subpart, you must
obtain a permit under 40 CFR part 70 or
40 CFR part 71.

§63.10681
dates?

(a) Except as provided in paragraph
(b) of this section, if you own or operate

What are my compliance



53832

Federal Register/Vol. 72, No. 182/ Thursday, September 20, 2007 /Proposed Rules

an existing affected source, you must
achieve compliance with the applicable
provisions of this subpart by no later
than 6 months after the date of
publication of the final rule in the
Federal Register.

(b) If you own or operate an existing
affected source, you must achieve
compliance with the opacity limit in
§63.10686 (b)(2) or (c)(2) by no later
than 2 years after the date of publication
of the final rule in the Federal Register
if you demonstrate to the satisfaction of
the permitting authority that additional
time is needed to install or modify
emission control equipment.

(c) If you start up a new affected
source on or before the date of date of
publication of the final rule in the
Federal Register, you must achieve
compliance with the applicable
provisions of this subpart by no later
than the date of publication of the final
rule in the Federal Register.

(d) If you start up a new affected
source after the date of publication of
the final rule in the Federal Register,
you must achieve compliance with the
applicable provisions of this subpart
upon startup of your affected source.

Standards and Compliance
Requirements

§63.10685 What are the requirements for
the control of contaminants from scrap?

(a) Chlorinated plastics, lead, and free
organic liquids. For metallic scrap
utilized in the EAF at your facility, you
must comply with the requirements in
either paragraph (a)(1) or (2) of this
section. You may have certain scrap at
your facility subject to paragraph (a)(1)
of this section and other scrap subject to
paragraph (a)(2) of this section provided
the scrap remains segregated until
charge make-up.

(1) Pollution prevention plan. For the
production of steel other than leaded
steel, you must prepare and implement
a pollution prevention plan for metallic
scrap selection and inspection to
minimize the amount of chlorinated
plastics, lead, and free organic liquids
that is charged to the furnace. For the
production of leaded steel, you must
prepare and implement a pollution
prevention plan for scrap selection and
inspection to minimize the amount of
chlorinated plastics and free organic
liquids in the scrap that is charged to
the furnace. The requirements for a
pollution prevention plan do not apply
to the routine recycling of baghouse
bags or other internal process or
maintenance materials in the furnace.
You must submit the scrap pollution
prevention plan to the Administrator for
approval. You must keep a copy of the

plan onsite, and you must provide
training on the plan’s requirements to
all plant personnel with materials
acquisition or inspection duties. Each
plan must include the information in
paragraphs (a)(1) (i) through (iii) of this
section:

(i) Specifications that scrap materials
must be depleted (to the extent
practicable) of undrained used oil
filters, chlorinated plastics, and free
organic liquids at the time of charging
to the furnace.

(ii) A requirement in your scrap
specifications for removal (to the extent
practicable) of lead-containing
components (such as batteries, battery
cables, and wheel weights) from the
scrap according to standard industry
practice, except for scrap used to
produce leaded steel.

(iii) Procedures for determining if the
requirements and specifications in
paragraph (a)(1) of this section are met
(such as visual inspection or periodic
audits of scrap providers) and
procedures for taking corrective actions
with vendors whose shipments are not
within specifications.

(iv) The requirements of paragraph
(a)(1) of this section do not apply to the
routine recycling of baghouse bags or
other internal process or maintenance
materials in the furnace.

(2) Restricted metallic scrap. For the
production of steel other than leaded
steel, you must not charge to a furnace
metallic scrap that contains scrap from
motor vehicle bodies, engine blocks, oil
filters, oily turnings, machine shop
borings, transformers or capacitors
containing polychlorinated biphenyls,
lead-containing components,
chlorinated plastics, or free organic
liquids. For the production of leaded
steel, you must not charge to the furnace
metallic scrap that contains scrap from
motor vehicle bodies, engine blocks, oil
filters, oily turnings, machine shop
borings, transformers or capacitors
containing polychlorinated biphenyls,
chlorinated plastics, or free organic
liquids. This restriction does not apply
to any post-consumer engine blocks,
post-consumer oil filters, or oily
turnings that are processed or cleaned to
the extent practicable such that the
materials do not include lead
components, chlorinated plastics, or
free organic liquids. This restriction
does not apply to motor vehicle scrap
that is charged to recover the chromium
or nickel content if you meet the
requirements in paragraph (b)(3) of this
section.

(b) Mercury requirements. For each
scrap provider, contract, or shipment,
you must procure all motor vehicle
scrap pursuant to one of the compliance

options in paragraphs (b)(1), (2), or (3)
of this section. You may have one scrap
provider, contract, or shipment subject
to one compliance option and others
subject to another option.

(1) Site-specific plan for mercury
switches. You must comply with the
requirements in paragraphs (b)(1)(i)
through (v) of this section.

(i) You must include a requirement in
your scrap specifications for removal of
mercury switches from vehicle bodies
used to make the scrap.

(ii) You must prepare and operate
according to a plan demonstrating how
your facility will implement the scrap
specification in paragraph (b)(1)(i) of
this section for removal of mercury
switches. You must submit the plan to
the Administrator for approval. The
Administrator may change the approval
status of the plan upon 90-days written
notice based upon the semiannual
compliance report or other information.
The plan must include:

(A) A means of communicating to
scrap purchasers and scrap providers
the need to obtain or provide motor
vehicle scrap from which mercury
switches have been removed and the
need to ensure the proper management
of the mercury switches removed from
that scrap as required under the rules
implementing subtitle C of the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
(40 CFR parts 261 through 265 and 268);

(B) Provisions for obtaining assurance
from scrap providers that motor vehicle
scrap provided to the facility meet the
scrap specification;

(C) Provisions for periodic inspection,
site visits, or other means of
corroboration to ensure that scrap
providers and dismantlers are
implementing appropriate steps to
minimize the presence of mercury
switches in motor vehicle scrap and that
the mercury switches removed are being
properly managed, including the
minimum frequency such means of
corroboration will be implemented; and

(D) Provisions for taking corrective
actions (i.e., actions resulting in scrap
providers removing a higher percentage
of mercury switches or other mercury-
containing components) if needed,
based on the results of procedures
implemented in paragraph (b)(1)(ii)(C)
of this section).

(iii) You must require each motor
vehicle scrap provider to provide an
estimate of the number of mercury
switches removed from motor vehicle
scrap sent to your facility during the
previous year and the basis for the
estimate. The Administrator may
request documentation or additional
information at any time.
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(iv) You must establish a goal for each
scrap provider to remove at least 80
percent of the mercury switches.
Although a site-specific plan approved
under paragraph (b)(1) of this section
may require only the removal of
convenience light switch mechanisms,
the Administrator will credit all
documented and verifiable mercury-
containing components removed from
motor vehicle scrap (such as sensors in
anti-locking brake systems, security
systems, active ride control, and other
applications) when evaluating progress
towards the 80 percent goal.

(v) For each scrap provider, you must
submit semiannual progress reports to
the Administrator that provide the
number of mercury switches removed or
the weight of mercury recovered from
the switches, the estimated number of
vehicles processed, an estimate of the
percent of mercury switches removed,
and certification that the removed
mercury switches were recycled at
RCRA-permitted facilities or otherwise
properly managed pursuant to RCRA
subtitle C regulations referenced in
paragraph (b)(1)(A) of this section. The
Administrator may change the approval
status of a site-specific plan following
90-days notice based on the progress
reports or other information.

(2) Option for approved mercury
programs. You must certify in your
notification of compliance status that
you participate in and purchase motor
vehicle scrap only from scrap providers
who participate in a program for
removal of mercury switches that has
been approved by the Administrator
based on the criteria in paragraphs
(b)(2)(i) through (iii) of this section. The
National Vehicle Mercury Switch
Recovery Program is an EPA-approved
program under paragraph (b)(2) of this
section unless and until the
Administrator disapproves the program
(in part or in whole) under paragraph
(b)(2)(iii) of this section.

(i) The program includes outreach
that informs the dismantlers of the need
for removal of mercury switches and
provides training and guidance for
removing mercury switches;

(ii) The program has a goal for each
scrap provider which is a party to the
agreement to remove at least 80 percent
of mercury switches from the motor
vehicle scrap the scrap provider
processes. Although a program
approved under paragraph (b)(2) of this
section may require only the removal of
convenience light switch mechanisms,
the Administrator will credit all
documented and verifiable mercury-
containing components removed from
motor vehicle scrap (such as sensors in
anti-locking brake systems, security

systems, active ride control, and other
applications) when evaluating progress
towards the 80 percent goal; and

(iii) The program sponsor agrees to
submit progress reports to the
Administrator no less frequently than
once every year that provide the number
of mercury switches removed or the
weight of mercury recovered from the
switches, the estimated number of
vehicles processed, an estimate of the
percent of mercury switches recovered,
and certification that the recovered
mercury switches were recycled at
facilities with permits as required under
the rules implementing subtitle C of
RCRA (40 CFR parts 261 through 265
and 268). The progress reports must be
based on a database that includes data
for each program participant; however,
data may be aggregated at the State level
for progress reports that will be publicly
available. The Administrator may
change the approval status of a program
or portion of a program (e.g., at the State
level) following 90-days notice based on
the progress reports or on other
information.

(3) Option for specialty metal scrap.
You must certify in your notification of
compliance status that the only
materials from motor vehicles in the
scrap are materials recovered for their
specialty alloy (including, but not
limited to, chromium, nickel,
molybdenum, or other alloys) content
(such as certain exhaust systems) and,
based on the nature of the scrap and
purchase specifications, that the type of
scrap is not reasonably expected to
contain mercury switches.

(c) Recordkeeping and reporting
requirements. (1) In addition to the
records required by § 63.10, you must
keep records to demonstrate compliance
with the requirements for your pollution
prevention plan in paragraph (a)(1) of
this section and/or for the use of only
restricted scrap in paragraph (a)(2) of
this section and for mercury in
paragraph (b)(1) of this section,
including any compliance options in
paragraphs (b)(2) and (3) of this section.

(1) If you are subject to the
requirements for a site-specific plan for
mercury under paragraph (b)(1) of this
section, you must:

(i) Maintain records of the number of
mercury switches removed or the
weight of mercury recovered from the
switches and properly managed, the
estimated number of vehicles processed,
and an estimate of the percent of
mercury switches recovered; and

(ii) Submit semiannual reports of the
number of mercury switches removed or
the weight of mercury recovered from
the switches and properly managed, the
estimated number of vehicles processed,

an estimate of the percent of mercury
switches recovered, and certification
that the recovered mercury switches
were recycled at RCRA-permitted
facilities. The semiannual reports must
include a certification that you have
conducted inspections, site visits, or
taken other means of corroboration as
required under paragraph (b)(1)(ii)(C) of
this section. You may include this
information in the semiannual
compliance reports required under
paragraph (c)(3) of this section.

(2) If you are subject to the option for
approved mercury programs under
paragraph (b)(2) of this section, you
must maintain records identifying each
scrap provider and documenting the
scrap provider’s participation in an
approved mercury switch removal
program.

(3) You must submit semiannual
compliance reports to the Administrator
for the control of contaminants from
scrap according to the requirements in
§63.10(e). The report must clearly
identify any deviation from the
requirements in paragraphs (a) and (b)
of this section and the corrective action
taken. You must identify which
compliance option in paragraph (b) of
this section applies to each scrap
provider, contract, or shipment.

§63.10686 What are the requirements for
electric arc furnaces and ladle metallurgy
operations?

(a) You must install, operate, and
maintain a capture system that collects
the gases and fumes from each EAF
(including charging, melting, and
tapping operations) and ladle
metallurgy operation and conveys the
collected gas stream to a control device
for the removal of particulate matter
(PM).

(b) Except as provided in paragraph
(c) of this section, you must not
discharge or cause the discharge into the
atmosphere from an EAF or ladle
metallurgy operation any gases which:

(1) Exit from a control device and
contain in excess of 0.0052 grains of PM
per dry standard cubic foot (gr/dscf);
and

(2) Exit from a melt shop and, due
solely to the operations of any affected
EAF(s) or ladle metallurgy operation(s),
exhibit 6 percent opacity or greater.

(c) If you own or operate a new or
existing affected source that produces
less than 150,000 tons per year (tpy) of
stainless or specialty steel, you must not
discharge or cause the discharge into the
atmosphere from an EAF or ladle
metallurgy operation any gases which:

(1) Exit from a control device and
contain in excess of 0.8 pounds of PM
per ton (Ib/ton) of steel; and
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(2) Exit from a melt shop and, due
solely to the operations of any affected
EAF(s) or ladle metallurgy operation(s),
exhibit 6 percent opacity or greater.

(d) Except as provided in paragraph
(d)(6) of this section, you must conduct
performance tests to demonstrate initial
compliance with the applicable
emissions limit for each emissions
source subject to an emissions limit in
paragraph (b) or (c) of this section.

(1) You must conduct each PM
performance test for an EAF or ladle
metallurgy operation according to the
procedures in § 63.7 and 40 CFR
60.275a using the following test
methods in 40 CFR part 60, appendices
A-1, A-2, A-3, and A-4:

(i) Method 1 or 1A of Appendix
A-1 of 40 CFR part 60 to select
sampling port locations and the number
of traverse points in each stack or duct.
Sampling sites must be located at the
outlet of the control device (or at the
outlet of the emissions source if no
control device is present) prior to any
releases to the atmosphere.

(ii) Method 2, 2A, 2C, 2D, 2F, or 2G
of Appendix A—1 of 40 CFR part 60 to
determine the volumetric flow rate of
the stack gas.

(iii) Method 3, 3A, or 3B of Appendix
A-2 of 40 CFR part 60 to determine the
dry molecular weight of the stack gas.
You may use ANSI/ASME PTC 19.10-
1981, “Flue and Exhaust Gas Analyses
(incorporated by reference—see § 63.14)
as an alternative to EPA Method 3B.

(iv) Method 4 of Appendix A-3 of 40
CFR part 60 to determine the moisture
content of the stack gas.

(v) Method 5 or 5D of Appendix
A-3 of 40 CFR part 60 to determine the
PM concentration. Three valid test runs
are needed to comprise a PM
performance test. For EAF, sample only
when metal is being melted and refined.
For ladle metallurgy operations, sample
only when the operation(s) are being
conducted.

(2) You must conduct each opacity
test for a melt shop according to the
procedures in § 63.6(h) and Method 9 of
Appendix A—4 of 40 CFR part 60. When
emissions from any EAF or ladle
metallurgy operation are combined with
emissions from emission sources not
subject to this subpart, you must
demonstrate compliance with the melt
shop opacity limit based on emissions
from only the emission sources subject
to this subpart.

(3) During any performance test, you
must monitor and record the
information specified in 40 CFR
60.274a(h) for all heats covered by the
test.

(4) You must notify, and receive
approval from the Administrator for

procedures that will be used to
determine compliance for an EAF or
ladle metallurgy operation when
emissions are combined with those from
facilities not subject to this subpart.

(5) To determine compliance with the
PM emissions limit in paragraph (c) of
this section for an EAF or ladle
metallurgy operation in a lb/ton of steel
format, compute the process-weighted
mass emissions (E,) for each test run
using Equation 1 of this section:

CxQxT
E, = EXQXT g 1y
PxK
Where:
E, = Process-weighted mass emissions of PM,
1b/ton;
C = Concentration of PM or total metal HAP,
gr/dscf;
Q = Volumetric flow rate of stack gas, dscf/
hr;

T = Total time during a test run that a sample
is withdrawn from the stack during steel
production cycle, hr;

P = Total amount of metal produced during
the test run, tons; and

K = Conversion factor, 7,000 grains per
pound.

(6) If you own or operate an existing
affected source that is subject to the
emissions limits in paragraph (b) or (c)
of this section, you may certify initial
compliance for one or more emissions
sources based on the results of a
previous performance test for that
emissions source in lieu of the
requirement for an initial performance
test provided that the test(s) were
conducted within 5 years of the
compliance date using the methods and
procedures specified in paragraph (d)(1)
or (2) of this section; the test(s) were for
the affected facility; and the test(s) were
representative of current or anticipated
operating processes and conditions.
Should the permitting authority deem
the prior test data unacceptable, the
owner or operator must conduct an
initial performance test within 180 days
of the rule compliance date.

(e) You must monitor the capture
system and PM control device required
by this subpart, maintain records, and
submit reports according to the
compliance assurance monitoring
requirements in 40 CFR part 64. The
exemption in 40 CFR 64.2(b)(1)(i) for
emissions limitations or standards
proposed after November 15, 1990
under section 111 or 112 of the CAA
does not apply. In lieu of the deadlines
for submittal in 40 CFR 64.5, you must
submit the monitoring information
required by 40 CFR 64.4 to the
applicable permitting authority for
approval by no later than the
compliance date for your affected source
for this subpart and operate according to

the approved plan by no later than 180
days after the date of approval by the
permitting authority.

Other Requirements and Information

§63.10690 What parts of the General
Provisions apply to this subpart?

(a) You must comply with the
requirements of the NESHAP General
Provisions (40 CFR part 63, subpart A)
as provided in Table 1 of this subpart.

(b) The notification of compliance
status required by § 63.9(h) must
include each applicable certification of
compliance, signed by a responsible
official, in paragraphs (b)(1) through (6)
of this section.

(1) For the pollution prevention plan
requirements in § 63.10685(a)(1): “This
facility has submitted a pollution
prevention plan for metallic scrap
selection and inspection in accordance
with §63.10685(a)(1)”’;

(2) For the restrictions on metallic
scrap in § 63.10685(a)(2): ““This facility
complies with the requirements for
restricted metallic scrap in accordance
with § 63.10685(a)(2)”’;

(3) For the mercury requirements in
§63.10685(h):

(i) “This facility has prepared a site-
specific plan for mercury switches in
accordance with §63.10685(b)(1)”’;

(ii) ““This facility participates in and
purchases motor vehicle scrap only
from scrap providers who participate in
a program for removal of mercury
switches that has been approved the
EPA Administrator in accordance with
§63.10685(b)(2)”; or

(iii) “The only materials from motor
vehicles in the scrap charged to an
electric arc furnace at this facility are
materials recovered for their specialty
alloy content in accordance with
§63.10685(b)(3) which are not
reasonably expected to contain mercury
switches”.

(4) This certification of compliance
for the capture system requirements in
§63.10686(a), signed by a responsible
official: “This facility operates a capture
system for each electric arc furnace and
ladle metallurgy operation that conveys
the collected gas stream to a PM control
device in accordance with
§63.10686(a)”.

(5) If applicable, this certification of
compliance for the performance test
requirements in § 63.10686(d)(6): “This
facility certifies initial compliance with
the applicable emissions limit in
§63.10686(a) or (b) based on the results
of a previous performance test in
accordance with §63.10686(d)(6)”.

(6) This certification of compliance
for the monitoring requirements in
§63.10686(e), signed by a responsible
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official: “This facility has developed
and submitted proposed monitoring
information in accordance with 40 CFR
part 64,

§63.10691 Who implements and enforces
this subpart?

(a) This subpart can be implemented
and enforced by the EPA or a delegated
authority such as a State, local, or tribal
agency. If the EPA Administrator has
delegated authority to a State, local, or
tribal agency, then that Agency has the
authority to implement and enforce this
subpart. You should contact your EPA
Regional Office to find out if this
subpart is delegated to your State, local,
or tribal agency.

(b) In delegating implementation and
enforcement authority of this subpart to
a State, local, or tribal agency under 40
CFR part 63, subpart E, the authorities
contained in paragraph (c) of this
section are retained by the
Administrator and are not transferred to
the State, local, or tribal agency.

(c) The authorities that will not be
delegated to State, local, or tribal
agencies are listed in paragraphs (c)(1)
through (3) of this section.

(1) Approval of a major change to test
methods under §63.7(e)(2)(ii) and (f). A
“major change to test method” is
defined in 40 CFR 63.90.

(2) Approval of major change to
monitoring under 40 CFR 63.8(f). A
“major change to monitoring” is defined
in 40 CFR 63.90.

(3) Approval of a major change to
recordkeeping/reporting under 40 CFR
63.10(f). A “‘major change to
recordkeeping/reporting” is defined in
40 CFR 63.90.

§63.10692 What definitions apply to this
subpart?

Terms used in this subpart are
defined in the Clean Air Act, in §63.2,
and in this section as follows:

Capture system means the equipment
(including ducts, hoods, fans, dampers,
etc.) used to capture or transport
particulate matter generated by an
electric arc furnace or ladle metallurgy
operation to the air pollution control
device.

Chlorinated plastics means solid
polymeric materials that contain
chlorine in the polymer chain, such as
polyvinyl chloride (PVC) and PVC
copolymers.

Control device means the air pollution
control equipment used to remove
particulate matter from the effluent gas
stream generated by an electric arc
furnace or ladle metallurgy operation(s).

Deviation means any instance where
an affected source subject to this
subpart, or an owner or operator of such
a source:

(1) Fails to meet any requirement or
obligation established by this subpart,
including but not limited to any
emissions limitation or work practice
standard;

(2) Fails to meet any term or condition
that is adopted to implement an
applicable requirement in this subpart
and that is included in the operating
permit for any affected source required
to obtain such a permit; or

(3) Fails to meet any emissions
limitation in this subpart during startup,
shutdown, or malfunction, regardless of
whether or not such failure is permitted
by this subpart.

Electric arc furnace (EAF) means a
furnace that produces molten steel and
heats the charge materials with electric
arcs from carbon electrodes. An electric
arc furnace consists of the furnace shell,
roof, and the transformer.

Electric arc furnace (EAF) steelmaking
facility means a steel plant that
produces carbon, alloy, or specialty
steels using an EAF. This definition
excludes EAF steelmaking facilities at
steel foundries.

Free organic liquids means material
that fails the paint filter test by EPA
Method 9095B (incorporated by
reference—see 40 CFR 63.14) after
accounting for water using a moisture
determination test by ASTM Method
D2216-05 or subsequent versions
(incorporated by reference-see 40 CFR
63.14). If, after conducting a moisture
determination test, any portion of the
material passes through and drops from
the filter within the 5-minute test

period, the material contains free
organic liquids.

Ladle metallurgy means a steelmaking
process that is performed typically in a
ladle after initial refining in an electric
arc furnace, including argon-oxygen
decarburization, alloy addition,
temperature adjustment, and other
processes that adjust or amend the
chemical and/or mechanical properties
of steel. This definition does not include
vacuum degassing.

Leaded steel means steel that must
meet a minimum specification for lead
content (typically 0.25 percent or more)
and for which lead is a necessary alloy
for that grade of steel.

Mercury switch means each mercury-
containing capsule or switch assembly
that is part of a convenience light switch
mechanism installed in a vehicle.

Motor vehicle means an automotive
vehicle not operated on rails and
usually is operated with rubber tires for
use on highways.

Motor vehicle scrap means vehicle or
automobile bodies, including
automobile body hulks, that have been
processed through a shredder. Motor
vehicle scrap does not include
automobile manufacturing bundles, or
miscellaneous vehicle parts, such as
wheels, bumpers or other components
that do not contain mercury switches.

Scrap provider means the person
(including a broker) who contracts
directly with a steel mill to provide
motor vehicle scrap. Scrap processors
such as shredder operators or vehicle
dismantlers that do not sell scrap
directly to a steel mill are not scrap
providers.

Specialty steel means low carbon and
high alloy steel other than stainless steel
that is processed in an argon-oxygen
decarburization vessel.

Stainless steel means low carbon steel
that contains at least 10.5 percent
chromium.

As required in § 63.10691(a), you
must comply with the requirements of
the NESHAP General Provisions (40
CFR part 63, subpart A) shown in the
following table:

TABLE 1 TO SUBPART YYYYY OF PART 63.—APPLICABILITY OF GENERAL PROVISIONS TO SUBPART YYYYY

Applies to
Citation Subject Subpart Explanation
YYYYY?
§63.1(a)(1), (a)(2), (a)(3), (a)(4), (a)(B), | Applicability ........cccccoeriiriiiiiiiiieeee. Yes.
(@)(10)=(a)(12), (b)(1), (b)(3), (c)(1),
(c)(2), (c)(B), (e).
§63.1(a)(5), (a)(7)—(a)(9), (b)(2), (c)(3), | Reserved ........cccccoooriiiiiiiiieiieeieee No.
(c)(4), (d).
§63.2 s Definitions .....ococcevveeiiieeeee e Yes.
§63.3 ... Units and Abbreviations ...........ccccccueeeee.. Yes.
§63.4 s Prohibited Activities and Circumvention | Yes.
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TABLE 1 TO SUBPART YYYYY OF PART 63.—APPLICABILITY OF GENERAL PROVISIONS TO SUBPART YYYYY—Continued

Applies to
Citation Subject Subpart Explanation
YYYYY?
§63.5 s Preconstruction Review and Notification | Yes.
Requirements.
§63.6(a), (b)(1)-(b)(5), (b)(7), (c)(1), | Compliance with Standards and Mainte- | Yes.
(c)(2), (c)(5), (e)(1), (e)(3)(i), (e)(3)(iii)— nance Requirements.
(e)(3)(ix), (0, (), (1), (h)(2), (h)(5)-
(h)(9), (D), ()-
§63.6(b)(6), (c)(3), (c)(4), (d), (e)(2), | Reserved ..........cccoomiiimnniiienieeieeninns No.
(e)(3)(ii), (h)(3), (h)(5)(iv).
§63.7 o Applicability and Performance Test | Yes.
Dates.

§63.8(a)(1), (a)(2), (b), (c), (d),(e), | Monitoring Requirements ...........ccccceeuene Yes .ooiviiiien. Requirements in  §63.8(c)(4)(i)—(ii),
H(1)—(5), (9) (c)(5) and (c)(6), (d), (e), and (g)

apply if a COMS or CEMS is used.

§63.8(2)(3) .ierveerreiiere e [Reserved] ......cccceiieiiiiiiieiceeeeee No.

§63.8(2)(4) <overrererenee e Additional Monitoring Requirements for | No.

Control Devices in §63.11.

§63.8(C)(4) wovereerereeenee e Continuous Monitoring System Require- | Yes .......cccceeuene Requirements apply if a COMS or

ments. CEMS is used.

§63.8(F)(B) +oovereeerereerrereereee e RATA Alternative .........cccoeveieeiiiiiieiene Yes .o, Requirements apply if a CEMS is used.

§63.9(a), (b)(1), (b)(2), (b)(5), (c), (d), | Notification Requirements ........c...ccccc..... Yes.

(f)) (@), (N(1)=(h)(3), (h)(5), (h)(®), (),
(i

§63.9(b)(3), (N)(4) oo Reserved ..o No.

§63.9(D)(4) ceerreeieriee e reeis | ettt No.

§63.10(a), (b)(1), (b)(2)(i)—(v), (b)(2)(xiv), | Recordkeeping and Reporting Require- | Yes .....cccecvenene Additional records for CMS in §63.10(c)
(b)(3), (c)(1), (c)(5)—(c)(8), (c)(10)-| ments. (1)-(6), (9)-(15), and reports in
(e)(15), (d), (e)(1)—(e)(4), (e)(4). (f). §63.10(d)(1)—(2) apply if a COMS or

CEMS is used.

§63.10(D)(2) (X} verveerrerreerrereerrereenrenieens CMS Records for RATA Alternative ...... Yes .o, Requirements apply if a CEMS is used.

§63.10(c)(2)—(c)(4), (C)(9) wervveerrrrireaiiranns Reserved ..o No.

§63.11 e Control Device Requirements ................ No.

§63.12 o State Authority and Delegations ............ Yes.

§63.13—63.16 ..ooveieieeeereeeeree e Addresses, Incorporations by Ref- | Yes.

erence, Availability of Information,
Performance Track Provisions.
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